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Questions have been nnd continue to be rai qrd nhnllt tilt n.~turr‘ and 

purposes of the agretments, now in cffcct for more til.lrr ,2 :;P’I~-, clltered into 

by Monsanto and Harvard - how this arrangement will sc’rvc’ c:.1cil of the 

participants and whether this kin,d of n relationship has real potential for 

providing substantial benefits to society in general. 

From an historical pain: of view the nature of the relationships of 

America’s colleges and univcrsitiee with our society has hcen a changing OIIC 

throughout our two hundred year experience as a nation, changing on the basis 

of needs as society perceives them from time to time. Consistently, however, 

the nation has turned to these institutions for the education of itc leaders 

and for the mcane to solve technical and sozinl problems. Priv.zte individuals 

have contributed to the eupport of colleges and universities since colonial 

days. State support of higher education begfin in the 13th ccntrlry. Recogni- 

tion of the value of specific functions nnd programs of institutions of higher 

education by the federal government began after the Civil War but grew most 

rapidly in scope, in importance, and in complexity after the end of World War 

II. A majority of those affected would hold that such support has hencfited 

not only the institutions and their students, but society as a whole. Because 

of the sums involv’edj aa well ae the political considerations, concern with 

the development and evolution of these governmental relationships has pre- 

occupied the attention of moat university administrators and faculty. As a 

not unexpected result, little attention has been paid to the benefits whish 

might come from the development of new patte;nns of interchnnge between 

educational institutions and industry. Such benefits, in Harvard’s current 

view, might be most immediately realizable in the biological and health areas, 

through arrangements which could provide stable resources for University 

programs and accelerate the dcvelopmcnt of new products and processes in areas 

where society’s needs are particularly great. * 

At present federal support of the scientific, medical, and technical 

diaciplinee in the University is almost all pervasive. In spite“of 3ornc I. ._- 
initial concern, such support of university activities has not led inevitably 

to the destruction or even the diminution of the values of freedom of inquiry 

and independence of thought and expression. Educational institutions h.?ve 

attempted with some success to clearly state and maintain their roles and 
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righte in their relationships with f~-~I~~;;llly~ ~:II~;IIOI I, <I ltrcl);r-nnl*,. 7‘11 ; c: I iI1 

can also do in Jenling with industry - rnorr’ rlfrctivchiy in fact, 3s LIIP.: TLi.11 

not be dealing vith a single (albeit multi-trntaclcd) org::lnizntinll c!ntlnwcd 

vith the power to legislate if i,c cannot persuade. 

Finally, there is a substantial elemt-nt of omission in present Frdcral- 

University relationships. There is no assumption of responsibility on either 

side for initiation of or for facilitating the transfer of new ideas which 

stem from their interrelationships into new products or processes - this 
m 
transfer is seemingly left entirely to chance. 

Industry is surely concerned vith those things that contribute to its 

day-to-day profitability, but is more deeply concerned about the lack of 

meaningful relationships to new and potentially bignificnnt developments in 

science and the consequent lack of participation in, access to, and 

development of the new knowledge that will enhance its ability to provide new 

and needed products. 

For the last several decades most biological and medical research in the 

United States hacl,been carried out in universities, medical and dental 

schools, teaching hospitals, research institutions, and governments1 

institutions with its major support coming from government and some from 

private philanthropic sources. 
. 

Industry by and large has been a non-participant in such biological and 

medical research and hence is comparatively isolated from the main stream of 

modern biologic thought. As a result, the development of useful products, 
. l.e., the development of a biologic-basr4 technology hascd on current research 

efforts has not come generally into existence except in the pharmaceutical 

segment of the chemical industry where there arc extensive development 

programs relating to medical therapeutics. Harvard University and Nonsanto 

Company, on the basis of relaticnships maintained over more thafi a decade 

between key individuals in each organization, have co& to understand from 

each other vhat the power of a joint university-industry appronch to research 

and development in modern biology might bc, nnd mode their dcc ision to explore 

its practicality. 
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The agreements between Harvard University and Monsanto Company attempt to 

utilize the strengths of both to serve the purpose8 of each and at the same 

time to serve the public interest. For the University these agreements 

speci ficslly provide for the maintcnnncc of tranditional freedoms; for 

Monsanto they provide access to e rapidly growing field of biological .Ind 

medical know1 edge. Uoth Harvard and Monsnnto are commit ted to mnn,ngt their 

respective activities so as to protect the public interest in tbc lltiiization 

of any new invrntions or discoveries which may be made and to pursue the 

development of new and useful products and processes. Oversight of these 

particular rcsponsibilitics’ has been placed in the hands of nn Advisory Board 

uhoee members are drawn from both the scientific and public affairs 

conmunities and who have no association with Harvard or Honsanto. 

During the course of their discussions, it was accepted by Monsanto and 

Harvard that to provide more and better food, better health, and a better 

environment requires new and improved materials, techniques, and systems all 

based on a better understanding of biology together with the ability to 

utilize this unde,rstanding in a practical way. To best achieve these goals 

both Harvard and Monsanto agreed that each must define and maintain its basic 

identity and objectives, but create a framework which would assure 

rcsponsivences to the public interest. Thus throughout the peri.od of 

discussions and explorations between ltarvard, and Nonaanto attention has been 

continuously focused on how best basic institutional objecti’ves might he 

defined and safeguarded and how together both institutions might most 

effectively define and establinh joint and continuing concern for the public 

interest as an integral part of any ngrcemcrnt between them. 

Exploration, discussion, and resolution of thc:;e general issues to& many 

months. Additional months were spent in nchieving a detailed understanding 

and eventually in accomodnting to the differences fundnmental to the twl types 

of organizations. For exnaple, scientific staff in intlrtstry works with the 

understanding that the product wanted defines the research and dcvclopn~nt to 

be undertaken. Professors in a university Jcfine their own research 

objectivea subject to the availability of resources and the balance of 

activity within the institution. Cnllcctivcly. they are the university vhich 
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A series of three agreements entitled respectively “Statement of 

Principles”, “Charter Agreement”, and “I’roj ec t Agreement” between Harvard and 

Monsanto became effective November 1, 1974. These agrecmcnts provide for 

Harvard certain general hene fits together vith consequential support of 

research carried out in the laboratories of tvo members of tlhe ltarvnrd .Medical 

Faculty, Dr. M. Judah Folkman and Dr. Uert L. Vallce, in laboratory Eacilities 

presently located at the Children’s Hospital Medical Center and at the Peter 

Bent Brigham Hospital (the lntter now a part OC the Affiliated Iiospitnls 

Center) . In addition to providing capital filnds, the agrcrcmcnts provide: for 

the direct expense of certain of Dr. Folkman’s and Dr. Vallee’s research 

activities. This support may smount to as much as $23,000,000 over thr 

twelve-year period of association called for by the agrecmcnts. Over and 

nbove its financial contribution, Monsanto will potentiotc .?.spects of these 

invcetigators’ work not otherwise possible by supplying substantial quantities 

\ of precursor materials. This Monsanto is uniquely equipped to do on tllc basis 

Of its own current research, development nnd pilot production programs. , 

For Monsanto, these agreements provide informed and intimate access to 

current research activities in biology and medicine, assistance in developing 

its own research capability in these areas, and the opportunity to dcvclop and 

market such new and useful products as may result from the collaborative 

activities. Put another way, there i.s provided for Monsclnto a window through 

which it may view the coursea oE current research in biology and medicine, and 

help in developing the ability to utilize the knowledge thus gained in the 

creation of new technology. Such technology will incvitnbly lewd to ncv 

products and create new markets by better mreting basic humnn nectls. 

The area of science in which Monsnnto and llnrvord have initially ngrced 

to collaborate is aim&d at achieving n hettcr understanding of .th’c mechanisms 

of action and structural-functional relationships of macro-molecules, 

particularly of proteins and other materials which serve in catalysis, in 

hormonal action or in other “messenger” functions. The work at Harvard will 

-5- 



cant inuc t hr invcstigntio~i’~ .?lrf .:r!.; !- - ). y> <AI: 1 :!‘: I~tw.i\,~ invol*:i:li: 

vaecularizetion in general, cn.! ~~;~+:~:~~l~ ’ - :-’ n:lti/)gcn-sis fnctvr (T.$.F\ --. 

ita mode of action and potential mechoni:..-:!: \: i.!:\lihition. In tl1c c*~rltext df 

the agreements, the choice of problcmq LO !>I* L:l;‘cst igated is ~!xplici:ly ;III<~ 
I 

solely the province of the Harvard invcstigatars. Initiall;; !-!o:is.7nto’s 

effort6 under the. direction of Dr. Bernard Wildi, Monsanto Di.st i ngu i sljctl 

Science Fellow, will principally involve scale-up snd supply of materials to 

Harvard for use and testing and will later involve investigation a11,1 dcvc*lop- 

ment of practical producte, development and cnKintcring for mnnufactllring 

processes, and design and development of optim.31 distribution and mnrkl!ring 

system. 

It une agreed at the outset that the objectives of IIarvarJ and X-ic)nYanto 

were different but that each was essential to the other in reaching its nwn 

goal. It was also agreed that the role of government and private philanthropy 

in support of biologic and medical research must be both acknowledged and 

supported, and that appropriate steps must be taken in formulating an]: 

relationship to ensure that the interests of the public were not only 

\ protected but advanced. To accomplish all of thcsc aims the agrecmc:lts 

contain specific *provisions concerning freedom of publication of research 
’ 

results, recognition of the major role of government and private philanthropy 

in the support of research in biology and medicine, nnd the importance of 

prompt and effective development and marketing at reasonable cost OE ptoducts 

stemming from the joint activities. Even though the actual language oE the 

agreements may seem somewhat stilted, it stems best to quote .from them as they 

bear on these areas of concern: 

“_-w in ony attempt to formalize a working relationship betwc:dn industry 

and a university around an area of major consequence, the objectives of each 

must be clearly stated and understood --- careful consideration of the public - 

intereet in the establishment of such relationships is csscntial ---‘I 

From Statemalt oE Principles 
. . . _ . 

November 1, 1974 

“The pnrtiee of thie agreement recognize tire primacy of the interests of 

the public in any matters affecting hcnlth or environment. The parties 
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further recognize the lack of pr(*ce~l~-iit~. upon; wl~iclr t,\ \).-; I. ;:‘~v.br,; :) ,\ tc d. 

cooperative arrangement between nn nrndcmic institution .II;<? ::I in !j;*. :.-: 

corporation ---. --- to obtain objective guirlnnce and advice as :o !:-.: ‘.f,r,; 

to take the public intereet into,co;l.sidel.nt ion, the pi~rtics h<:rcto vi 1: 

eetablish an Advisory Board .‘I 

“The Advisory Board shall be composed of individuals of recognized 

stature in academic, scientific, or public service pursuits whn ale not 

connected with Harvard or Monsanto. The Advisory Board shall expres.s its 

views to Harvard and to Monsanto on the public interest aspects of publication 

and dissemination of information, and shall advise on the public interest 

aspects of euch other matters as may bc submitted to it ---‘I. 

“Both Harvard and Monsanto under any Project Agrecmcnt have the right to 

publish or otherwise publicly disclose information they have gained in the 

course of their reepective investigation under a Field of ARrecmcint, but each 

will give the other reasonable advance notice thereof.” 

“llarvard to the extent it is free to do so agrees to grant --- a 

world-wide lice&e” to Monsanto under all inventions or discoveries --- (made) 

-- in connection with the Project Agreement. --- The license shall he 

exclusive for a period of time ---“. 

l 

“During the period of exclusivity --- Harvnrd may rcqucst Monsanto to 

grant a sublicense --- accompanying such request with a writ’ten statement of 

ita reasons for believing such sublicensing is required in the public interest 

--- . If Monsanto shall not --- agree to comply with such request, Harvard may 

refer the mntter to the Advisory Board. If the Advisory Board --- shalr 

decide by a majority of its members that the granting of the requested 

sublicense -- is required in the public interest, Monsanto shall --- grant ‘* 

such sublicense ---‘I. 

. * 

“Monsanto shnll have unrcetrictcd title to and control of its own 

inventions and patents with the following exceptions regarding products 

covered by or made by a process covered by or whose use is covered by a 

Harvard patent licensed to MonsAnto ---. IE such a product is principally and 
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‘/ .i 
L!jrrc: 1 y within tile field of health nnd ml.tlirnl Lher3il(.l1t icr, an:{ !!,)lls.lrlt(-, 

within a reasonable time --- has not produced it or caused it to bc produced 

and so!d at a reasonable price, or if such a product is in other fields and 

t ionsanto (vithin a stated period of time) --- 
1 

has not produced it or caused it 

to be produced, then Harvard shall have the right to require Nonr;;lnto to 

license on reasonable terms one or more qunlificd applicants chosen by Iinrvard 

not only the required Harvard patent(a) but also any Monsanto invent it,ns, 

patents, and know-how which have resulted from Harvard input to Monsanto work 
v* -- . 

‘?lonsanto and all licensees and suhlicensecs under this Agreement shall 

comply with all applicable laws and governmental regulations from time to time 

in effect on quality in respect to products and proccsscs licensezd hereunder.” 

From Char titr Agrcclment 

November 1, 1974 

“Each of Harvard and Monsanto under this Project Agreement shall have tile 

right to publish or otherwise publicly disclose its informntion gainrd in the 

course ol its investigation under the Field of Agreement, but each will givcl 

the other reasonable advance notice thereof.” 

From Project Agreement 

November 1, 1974 

Finally, it is important to atress at this time that both Hnrv;ird and 

Nonaanto have other and vastly larger ongoing commitments to the broad fields 

of the life sciences. tlarvard’s expenditures, together wi.th those of itu 

affiliated inetitutions, for research and training in biologic and mcdicnl 

eciencea exceeded $60,000,000 during the yrnr ending JWW 30, 1973, while 

Monsanto’ a research and development expend it uren .in its hgricultclral divisi,-n 

alone were in excess of $?,OOO,OOO for that year. What is hoped for lrom this 

new alliance is synergism --- the ability of cat) to accomplish mr:r(: because 

oE the presence of the other. 
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